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RANK BASED APPROACH ON GRAPHS WITH STRUCTURED
NEIGHBORHOOD

BENJAMIN BERGOUGNOUX AND MAMADOU MOUSTAPHA KANTE

ABSTRACT.

1. INTRODUCTION

Connectivity problems such as CONNECTED DOMINATING SET, FEEDBACK VER-
TEX SET or HAMILTONIAN CYCLE were for a long time a curiosity in FPT world as
they admit trivial k°) time algorithm parameterized by tree-width, but no lower-
bound were know. Indeed, for good reason, in [3], Bodlaender et al. proposed a
general toolkit called rank-based approach to design deterministic 20%) . nO() time
algorithm parametrized by tree-width to solve these problems. The idea of this is
to encode the set of solutions by a binary matrix and then show that this matrix
admits a base of size 29(%) computable by a greedy algorithm, which represents the
set of optimal solutions.

Nevertheless, despite the broad interest on tree-width, only sparse graphs can
have bounded tree-width. But many NP-hard problems are tractable on dense
graphs classes. Most of the time, this tractability can be explained by the ability
of these graphs to be recursively decomposed along vertex partitions (A, B) where
the adjacency between A and B is simple to describe, i.e., they have a structured
neighborhood. A lot of graph parameters have been defined to characterize this
ability, the most remarkable ones are certainly clique-width [6], rank-width [12],
and maximum induced matching width (called mim-width) [16].

Introduced by Courcelle and Olariu [6], the modeling power of clique-width is
strictly stronger than tree-width. In other words, if a graph class has bounded
tree-width, then it has bounded clique-width [6], but the converse is false as cliques
have clique-witdh at most 2 and unbounded tree-width. While rank-width has the
same modeling power as clique-width, mim-width has the strongest of all these
complexity measures and is even bounded on interval graphs [I]. Despite their gen-
erality, a lot of NP-hard problems admit polynomial time algorithms parametrized
by these parameters. But dealing with these parameters is known to be harder
than manipulating tree-width.

Unlike tree-width, algorithm parameterized by clique-width, rank-width and
mim-width for connectivity problems, were not investigated,except for some spe-
cial cases as FEEDBACK VERTEX SET which is proved to admit a 20(%) . n©0(1)
time algorithm parameterized by clique-width in [2], a 20(8*) .0 time algorithm
parameterized by rank-width [8], and a nP®) time algorithm parameterized by
mim-width [10].

One successful way to work with these different parameters is through the notion
of neighbor equivalence introduced in [5]. This equivalence relation is defined among
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2 BENJAMIN BERGOUGNOUX AND MAMADOU MOUSTAPHA KANTE

the subsets of a cut A C V(G) and for an integer d, such that two subsets X, Y C A
are equivalent if every vertex not in A either has the same number of neighbors in
X and Y, or at least d in each. The neighbor equivalence was the key in the design
of efficient algorithm to solve some well-studied and well-known difficult problems
such as DOMINATING SET [5] 9] [I3] or FEEDBACK VERTEX SET [8] [10].

Our Contributions and approach. One of our main contribution is the modi-
fication of the rank-based approach to fit with the neighbor equivalence (presented
in Section . The resulting framework simplifies and generalizes the original one
from [3]. In particular, we obtain algorithmic results for clique-width, rank-width,
mim-width and also Q-rank-width, an useful variant of rank-width used in [13].

In Section [] we apply our framework on connectivity problems with locally
checkable properties, such as such as CONNECTING DOMINATION SET, CONNECTED
VERTEX COVER or NODE WEIGHTED STEINER TREE. All these problems are some
special case of the connected version of the (o, p)- DOMINATING SET problem. This
problem was introduced in [I5] and studied in graphs of bounded clique-width and
rank-width in [5] [I3]. We recall its definition at the beginning of Section |4 We
provide an algorithm for CONNECTED (o, p)- DOMINATING SET whose running time
depends only on the number of vertices of the graph and the number of equivalence
classes of the neighbor equivalence. Consequently, we obtain efficient parameterized
algorithms with parameters and running time given in the Table[I] Up to a constant
in the exponent, these running times match those known for basic problems such as
DOMINATING SET [5], [13]. These results highlight the importance of the neighbor
equivalence for these parameters.

Clique-width | Rank-width Q-rank-width Mim-width

90(k) . O | 90(K*) . ,,0(1) | 90(klog(k)) . ,O() |, 0k)

TABLE 1. Running times of our algorithms for the different parameters.

In Section 5] we integrate the notion of acyclicity to our framework. As a result,
we obtain efficient algorithms for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET and MAXIMUM INDUCED
TREE whose running times are described in the Table[I] Contrary to Section [d] we
were not able to obtain an algorithm that relies only on the neighbor equivalence.
Indeed, some specific part of our algorithms use the structural properties of the
different parameters. We leave open the question of an algorithm with a running
time polynomial on the number of vertices and equivalence classes of the neighbor
equivalence for these two problems.

2. PRELIMINARIES

The size of a set V' is denoted by |V| and its power set is denoted by 2V. We write
A\ B for the set difference of A from B, and we write AW B for the disjoint union of
A and B. We often write z to denote the singleton set {x}. We let min(0) := +oo
and max()) := —oco. For two sets A and B, we let

0 ifA=0or B=10
A B = ’
® {{XUY|X€A/\ Y € B} otherwise.
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Graphs. Our graph terminology is standard, and we refer to [7]. The vertex set
of a graph G is denoted by V(G) and its edge set by E(G). For every vertex set
A C V(G), we denote by A, the set V(G) \ A. An edge between two vertices z
and y is denoted by zy (respectively yx). The subgraph of G induced by a subset
X of its vertex set is denoted by G[X], and we write G \ X to denote the induced
subgraph G[V(G)\ X|]. The set of vertices that is adjacent to x is denoted by N(z),
and for U C V(G), N(U) := (U,epy N(v)) \ U. For every A C V(G), we denote
by My the adjacency matrix of the cut (A, A), i.e., the (A, A)-matrix such that
Malz,y] =1if y € N(x), 0 otherwise.

Let X C V(G), we denote by cc(X) the partition {V(C) | C is a connected
component of G[X]} of X. Moreover, a consistent cuts of X is ordered bipartition
(X1,X3) of X such that N(X;) N Xy = 0. We denote by cuts(X) the set of all
consistent cuts of X.

Neighbor-equivalence. Let A C V(G) and d € N. Two subsets X and Y of A
are d-neighbor equivalent w.r.t. A, denoted by X =% Y, if min(d, | X N N(z)|) =
min(d, |[Y N N(z)|) for all x € A. Tt is not hard to check that =% is an equivalence
relation. We denote the number of equivalence classes of =% by necy(A).

It is known that necy(A) = necy(A), see [I1, Theorem 1.2.3]. The following fact
follows directly from the definition of d-neighbor equivalent. We use it several times

in our proof.

Fact 1. Let A,B C V(G) such that A C B, and let d € N. For all X, Y C A, if
X =LY then X =4Y.

For each X C A, let us denote by rep4 (X) the lexicographicallyﬂ smallest set
R C A such that |R| is minimized and R =% X. Moreover, we denote by R% the
set {repd (X) | X C A}. In order to compute R%, we use the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1 ([5]). For every A C V(G), one can compute in time O(nec(A)? -
log(nec(A)?) - [V(G)[?), the sets R% and a data structure that given a set X C A
compute rep% (X) in time O(log(nec(A)?) - |A| - |[V(G)]).

Rooted Layout. A rooted binary tree is a binary tree with a distinguished vertex r,
called the root. Since we manipulate at the same time graphs and trees representing
them the vertices of trees will be called nodes.

A rooted layout of G is a pair (T, L) of a rooted binary tree T and a bijective
function £ between V(@) and the leaves of T. For each node z of T, let L, be the
set of all the leaves [ of T" such that the path from the root of T" to [ contains =x.
We denote by V,, the set of vertices that are in bijection with L,.

All the structural parameters used in this section are defined similarly, the only
difference is the set function used. Given, a set function f : 2V(¢) — N and a
rooted layout (7', L), the width of a node x of T is f(V;) and the width of (T, L),
denoted by f(T, L), is max{f(z) |€ V(T)}. Finally, the width of G is the minimum
width over all rooted layouts of G.

Neighbor-width. For every d € N, the d-neighbor-width is the parameter obtained
through the set function necy.

Clique-width / Module-width. We won’t define clique-width, but its equivalent
measure module-width [I4] as done in [4] for FEEDBACK VERTEX SET. Module-
width is defined through the set function mw : 2V(%) — N such that mw(A) is the
number of vertices with distinct neighborhood over the cut (4, A), i.e. the cardinal
of {N(v)NA | v e A}. Tt is also the number of different rows in M4. The following
theorem shows the link between module-width and clique-width.

LGiven a arbitrary ordering of V(G).
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Theorem 2.2 ([14, Theorem 6.6]). For every n-vertex graph G, mw(G) < cw(G) <
2-mw(QG), where cw(G) denotes the clique-width of G. One can moreover translate,
in time at most O(n?), a given decomposition into the other one with width at most
the given bounds.

Rank-width. Rank-width is defined through the set function rw : 2V(%) — N such
that rw(A) is the rank over GF(2) of the matrix M4.

Q-rank-width. Q-rank-width is associated to the set function Q-rw : 2V(&) — N
such that Q-rw(A) is the rank over Q of the matrix M4.

Mim-width. Mim-width is defined through the set function mim : 2V(¢) — N
where mim(A) is the size of the maximum induced matching of the cut (4, 4), i.e.,
the maximum induced matching of the graph with vertex set V(G) and edge set
{ww € E(G) | u € A, v € A}. This is equivalent to the maximum |X| over all
X C A, such that for all v € X, we have (N (v) N A)\ N(X \ {v}) # 0.

The following lemma shows how the neighbor-width is bounded by the others
parameters.

Lemma 2.3. For every A C V(G) and d € N, the d-neighbor-width of A, i.e.
necy(A), is upper bounded by the following terms:

(1) (d+1)™,

(2) 2d-rw(A)2’

(3) (d-Q-rw(A) +1)%™A),

(4) nd-mim(A)‘

Proof. The second and the third upper bounds have been proved respectively in
[13 Theorem 4.2|.The fourth is proved in [I, Lemma 2]. It remains to prove that
necy(A) < (d+1)™ ) Let Y, W C A. Observe that for every vertex u,v € A
such that u =} v, we have N(u) N A = N(v) N A. Thus, Y =% W if and only if
for all v € A, we have max(|N(reply(v)) NY|,d) = max(|N(rep} (v)) N W|,d). By
definition, there is mw(A) vertices with different neighborhood over the cut (A, A).
Thus, the set {repl|(v) | v € A} has size mw(A). Since max(|N(v)NY|,d) € [0,d]
for all v € A, we deduce that nec(A) < (d + 1)™(4). The inequalities follows from
the fact that nec(A) = nec(A).

O

In the following, we fix G a n-vertex graph and (T, £) a rooted layout of G. We fix
alsow : V(G) — Z be a weight function over the vertices of G and opt € {min, max}.

3. REPRESENTATIVE SETS

In the following, we define a notion of representativity similar to the one defined
in [3] and adapted to the notion of neighbor-equivalence. Our notion of represen-
tativity is defined w.r.t. some node x of T and a representative R’ € 7?17

Definition 1 ((z, R')-representativity). For every A C 2V(%) and Y C V(G), we
define best(.A,Y") as follow
best(A,Y) := opt{w(X) | X € AANG[X UY] is connected }.
Let A,B C 2%+, We say that B (z, R')-represents A if for every Y C V, such
that Y =1 R', we have best(A,Y) = best(B,Y).

Observe that the (z, R')-representativity is an equivalence relation. The set A is
meant to represent the set of partial solutions of V;, we have computed. We expect
to complete these partial solutions with the partial solution of V, equivalent to R’



RANK BASED APPROACH ON GRAPHS WITH STRUCTURED NEIGHBORHOOD 5
for E%/—. If B (x, R')-represents A, then we can safely substitute B to .A because
the quglity of the output of the dynamic programing will remain the same. Indeed,
the best solutions obtained by the union of a partial solution in A and a set of V,
will have the same weight as those obtained from B. The goal is to substitute .A
by a set B as small as possible. To this end, we show that given a set A C 2+, we
can compute efficiently a small subset of A that (z, R')-represents A. Similarly to
[3], the small set of representatives we want to compute is an optimal basis of some
matrix. To compute this optimal basis, we use the following lemma. The constant
w denotes the matrix multiplication exponent, which is know to be strictly less than
2.3727 due to [17].

Lemma 3.1 ([3]). Let M be a binary n X m-matriz with m < n and let w :
{1,...,n} = N be a weight function on the rows of M. Then, one can find a basis
of mazimum (or minimum) weight of the row space of M in time O(nm“~1).

Theorem 3.2. Let R € Rl Given A C 2Y* such that for each X € A, we

have X ={, R. There exists an algorithm reduce that outputs in time O(|A] -

necy (V)2 @~V . n2), a subset B C A such that B (z, R')-represents A and |B| <

necy (V)2

Proof. Assume, w.l.0.g., that opt = max, the proof for opt = min is symmetric.
Observe that for every YV El— 0, we have N(Y)NV, = N(0)NV, = 0. Tt follows

that for every Y C V. such that Y = —1 f and Y # 0, we have best(A,Y) = —oo.

Moreover, by definition of best, we have best(A 0) = {w(X) € A| G[X] is connected}.

Hence, if R’ = (), then it is sufficient to return B = {X}, where X is an element of
A of maximum weight that induces a connected graph.

Assume from now that R’ # (). Let X € A. If there exists C' € cc(X) such
that N(C)N R =0, then for all Y = —1 R’, we have N(C)NY = (. Moreover, as
R # (), we have Y # (. Consequently, Tor every Y —%/ R', the graph G[X UY] is
not connected. We can conclude that A\ {X} (z, R) tepresents A. Thus, we can
safely remove from A all such sets, this can be done in time |A|-n?. From now, we
assume that for all X € A and for all C € cc(X), we have N(C)N R’ # 0.

Symmetrically, if for some Y C V,, there exists C' € cc(Y') such that N(C)NR = 0,
then for every X € A, the graph G[X UY] is not connected. Let D be the set of all
subsets Y of V, such that Y = —1 R’ and, for all C' € cc(Y), we have N(C)N R # (.

Observe that the sets in 2V \D do not matter in the (z, R’)-representativity.
For every Y € D, We let vy be one fixed vertex of Y. In the following, we
denote by F the set {(R], R}) € M X M} Let M, C, and C be, respectively, an

(A, D)-matrix, an (A, .7:) and an (.F D)- matrix such that
if G[X UY] is connected,

1
M[X,Y] =
[ } {0 otherwise.
1 if 3(X71, X2) € cuts(X) such that N(X1) N R, =0 and N(X2) N R}
0 otherwise.

CIX, (Ry, Ry)] :={

1 if 3(Y1,Y2) € cuts(Y) such that vy € Y3, Y3
0 otherwise.

:17
=7

Cl(R1, Ry),Y] = {

Intuitively, M contains all the information we need. Indeed, it is easy to see
that an optimal basis of M in GF(2) is a (z, R')-representative set of A. But M
is too big to be computable efficiently. In fact, we will prove that it is enough to
compute an optimal basis of C. As C is small, i.e., |A| - nec;(V;)?, the running time
of the computation and the size of the basis is also small.

=0,

R}, and Y3 El—w Rj,
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We start by proving that M =5 C - C, where =5 denotes the equality in GF(2).
Let X € Aand Y € D. We want to prove the following equality

C-OXYI= D CIX.(Ry, Ry)-CI(RY, RBY), Y] = 21X,
(BY,Ry)eF

We prove this equality with the two following claims.

Claim 3.2.1. We have C[X, (R}, R})]-C[(R}, R}), Y] = 1 if and only if there exists
(W1, Wa) € cuts(X UY) such that vy € Wi, WiNY =~ R}, and WoNY =i Ry.

Proof. By definition, we have C[X, (R}, R,)] - C[(R}, Ry), Y] = 1, if and only if

(a) 3(Y1,Y2) € cuts(Y) such that (vy € Y1) A (Y1 = —1 RN (Ya = —1 RY) and,
(b) 3(X1, X3) € cuts(X) such that (N(X;) N R, = @)' A (N(X2) N R’ 0).

Let Wy, Wy C X UY and for each i € {1,2}, let X; :=W;NX and Y; := W;NY.
Observe that (Wq,W2) € cuts(X UY) if and only if (1) (X1, X5) € cuts(X), (2)
(Y1,Ys) € cuts(Y), (3) N(X1)NYe =0 and N(X2)NY; = 0.

By definition of =, the condition (3) is equivalent to N(Xl)ﬂrepv (Y2) =0 and
N(X2)N rep1 (V1) = @ From these observations, one easily proves the claim. [

Claim 3.2.2. Let (W1, Wa), (Wl,WQ) € cuts(X UY).
We have Wy =y, W{ and Wy =i, Wy if and only if (W1, W) = (W], Wy).

Proof. We start by an observation of the connected component of XUY. AsY € D,
for all C' € cc(Y), we have N(C) N R # 0. Moreover by assumption, that for all
C € cc(X), we have N(C)NR' # (. Since X =;, RandY = *1 R/, every connected
component of cc(X UY') contains at least one vertex of X and one vertex of Y.
Assume toward a contradiction that W; = *VT Wi, Wy = *V, W4 and Wy # W.
Since W, # W/, there exists C' € cc(X UY) such that ¢ C W, and C C T/V2 As
CNX # 0, we have N(CNX)NW; # 0 and N(CNX)NW; # 0. Since Wp = W3,
we have N(CNX)NWs # (). This contradicts the fact that (Wy, Ws) € cuts(XUY)
and proves the claim. O

Together, these two claims prove that
(C é)[X, Y} = |{(W1,W2) S CUtS(X UY) ‘ Vy € Wl}l

It follows that (C - C)[X,Y] = 2lec(XUY)I=1 gince every connected component of
G[X UY] can be in both sides of a consistent cuts at the exception of the connected
component containing vy. Hence, (C-C)[X,Y] is odd if and only if |cc(XUY)| = 1.
We can conclude that M =5 C - C.

Let B C A be a basis of maximum weight of the row space of C over GF(2). We
claim that B (z, R')-represents A.

Let Y C V, such that Y = —1 R’. Observe that, by definition of D, if Y ¢ D,
then best(A4,Y) = best(B,Y) = " _co. Thus it is sufficient to prove that for every
Y € D, we have best(A,Y) = best(B,Y). Let X € Aand Y € D.
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Since B is a basis of C, there exists B’ C B such that for each (R}, R}) € F,
CIX, (R}, Ry)] =2 Y wep CIW, (R}, R)]. Thus, we have the following equalities

(RY,Ry)eF

= > (X cwi (R Ry)) - CIRS, R), Y]

(R},Ry)eF WeB

= > Y, C[W.(Ry,Ry)]-Cl(R},R}),Y]

WeB’' (Ry,R,)eF

=2 ), (C-OW.Y]= Y MWY].
weB’ weB'

If M[X,Y] =1, i.e.,, G[X,Y] is connected, then there is a odd number of set W
in B’ such that M[W,Y] = 1. Let W € B’ such that M[W,Y] = 1 and w(WW)
is maximum. Assume towards a contradiction that w(W) < w(X). Observe that
(B\ {W})U{X} is also a basis of C since the set of independent row sets of a
matrix forms a matroid. Since w(W) < w(X), (B\{W})U{X} is a basis of weight
strictly greater than B, yielding a contradiction. Thus w(X) < w(WW). Hence, for
allY € D and all X € A, if GIX UY] is connected then there exists W € B such
that G[W U Y] is connected and w(X) < w(WW). This is sufficient to prove that B
(z, R')-represents A.

It remains to prove the running time. Observe that C is easy to compute. Indeed,
one easily checks that C[X, (R}, R})] = 1 if and only if for each C € cc(X), we have
N(C)N Ry =0 or N(C)N R, = 0. Thus, each entry of C is computable in time
O(n?). Since C has |A] - |[R{-|* = | A| - neci(V;)? entries, we can compute C in time
O(]A| - necy(V,)? - n?). Furthermore, by Lemma an optimal basis of C can be
computed in time O(]A| - nec; (V;)>©“~1). We conclude that B can be computed
in time O(|A| - necy (V;)> @~V . n?). O

Now to boots up a dynamic programming algorithm P on some rooted layout
(T, L) of G, we can use the function reduce to keep the size of the sets of partial
solutions we manipulate to nec; (7, £)?. To prove the correctness of this new dy-
namic programming P’, we need to prove that set of solutions computed by P’
(V(G),0)-represents the set of solutions computed by P. For doing so, we need
to prove that at each steps of the dynamic programming, we have representatives,
i.e., the operations we use preserve the representativity. The following fact states
that we can use the union without restriction, it follows directly from Definition [I]
of (z, R')-representativity.

Fact 2. If B and D respectively (x, R')-represents A and C then BUD (z,R’)-
represents AUC.

The second operation we use in our dynamic programing is ), to use it we need
the following notion of compatibility. Suppose now, that z is an internal node of T’
with a and b as children. Let R € Rﬁl/z and let d € N such that d > 0.

Definition 2 (d-(R, R')-compatibility). We say that (4,4") € R{, x RL- and
(B,B') € R{, x ’Ril/—b are d-(R, R')-compatible if AUB ={, R, A’ E?/— BUR, and
—d
B =~ AUR'.
Lemma 3.3. Let (4, A’) and (B, B’) d-(R, R')-compatible.
Let A" C A C 2" such that for all X € A, X Eﬁl/a A and let B C B C 2Y% such
that for all W € B, W Eﬁl/b B.
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If A (a, A")-represents A and B' (b, B')-represents B then
®(A’, B') (x, R')-represents ®(A, B).
Proof. Let Y C V, such that Y El— R’'. We start by proving the following facts
(a) For every W € B, we have VVUY*1 Al
(b) For every X € A, we have X UY = B’
Let W € B. Owing to the d-(R, R')- compatlblhty, we have BUR' = *d A’. Since
W = _Vb B and V}, C V,, by Fact | we deduce that W = —d B and thus WUR’ —d A

Similarly, as Y = R’ and V, C V,, we conclude that W uY = *1 A’ That prove

Fact (a). The proof for Fact (b) is symmetric.
Now observe that, by the definitions of best and ), we have

best( ®(A, B),Y) = max{best(A, W UY) +w(W) | W € B}.
Since A’ (a, A")-represents A and by Fact (a), we have
best ((X)(A, B),Y) = max{best(A',W UY)+w(W) | W € B}

= best(®(A',B),Y).
Symmetrically, we deduce from Fact (b) that best( @ (A", B),Y) = best( @ (A, B),Y).
This stands for every Y C V, such that Y —1 R’ Thus, we conclude that
QR(A',B') (z, R)-represents (A, B). O

4. CONNECTED (Co0)-(0o, p)-DOMINATING SETS

Let o and p be (non-empty) finite or co-finite subsets of N. We say that a subset
D of V(G) (o, p)-dominates a subset U if for every vertex u € U, |[N(u) N D| € o, if
u € D and otherwise |[N(u) N D| € p. A subset D of V(G) is a co-(o, p)-dominating
set if V(G)\ D is a (o, p)-dominating set of V(G). Here is a formal definition of
one of the problem we are interested in.

Connected (o, p)-Dominating Set

Input: A graph G with a weight function w : V(G) — N and opt € {max, min}.
Output: A connected (o, p)-dominating set of optimum weight, i.e., minimum
if opt = min and maximum if opt = max.

Similarly, one can define CONNECTED CO-(0, p)-DOMINATING SET.

Examples of some vertex subset properties expressible as connected (co)-(a, p)-
dominating set are shown on Table [2]

Let d := max{d(o0),d(p)}, where d(N) := 0, and for a non-empty set 4 C N |
d(p) := 1+ max(p) if p is finite, otherwise, d(p) := 1 + max(N\ p). As in [5], we
use the d-neighbor equivalence to characterize the (o, p)-domination of the partial
solutions. We will need the following lemma in our proof.

o p d Version Standard name

N | Nt 1 Normal CONNECTED DOMINATING SET

{¢} | N | gq+1 | Normal | CONNECTED INDUCED ¢-REGULAR SUBGRAPH

N | {1} | 2 | Normal CONNECTED PERFECT DOMINATING SET

{0} | N 2 Co CONNECTED VERTEX COVER

TABLE 2. Examples of connected (co)-(o, p)-dominating sets with
Nt ={1,...,+00} and d = max{d(c),d(p)}.
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Lemma 4.1 ([5]). Let A C V(G).
Let X C A andY,Y' C (V(G)\ A) such that Y E% Y'. Then (X UY) (o,p)-
dominates A if and only if (X UY") (o, p)-dominates A.

In this section, we present an algorithm solving CONNECTED (o, p)-DOMINATING
SET with G, opt and w as inputs, its running time is O(necy (T, £)*-nec; (T, £)? («“+1).
n?). The same algorithm, with some little modifications, will be able to solve CON-
NECTED CO-(o, p)-DOMINATING SET.

Definition 3. Let z € V(T), for all (R,R') € R{, x ’R%
We define A, [R, R'] C V, as follow

AR, R]:={X CV, | X ={ Rand XUR/(o,p)-dominates V,}.

For each node z of V(T), our algorithm will compute a table D, that satisfies
the following invariant.

Invariant. For every (R, R') € R?/m XR%, the set D[R, R'] is a subset of A,[R, R’]
of size at most nec; (T, £)? that (z, R)-represents A, [R, R'].

Observe that, by the definition of A,.[0, }] and Deﬁnitionof (x, R')-representativity,
if G admits a connected (o, p)-dominating set, then D,.[R, R'] must contain an op-
timal connected (o, p)-dominating set.

The first step of our algorithm is to compute for each x € V(T), the sets Rg/x
and RdVI and a data structure to compute each calls at the functions rep? and rep%
in times O(log(necy(T, £)) -n?). As T has 2n — 1 nodes, by Lemma computing
these sets and data structures can be done in time O(necy(T', £)-log(necy(T, £))-n3).

In order to compute the table of the internal nodes of T', we need the following
lemma to compute the table of a node x € V(T') an internal node of T with a
and b as children and let (R, R') € R‘{,‘T X R?T. This lemma uses the notion of
compatibility from Definition [2] to give the folfowing equality between A, [R, R']
and the tables A, and Aj.

Lemma 4.2. For all (R,R') € R{, x ’Rdv, we have
AL[R, R := U X)(AalA, A"}, 4B, B'])

(A,A”), (B,B’) d-(R,R’)-compatible

Proof. The lemma is an implication of the two following claims.
Claim 4.2.1. For every X € A.[R, R'], there exists (A, A") and (B, B’) d-(R, R')-
compatible such that X NV, € A[A, A’] and X NV}, € Ay[B, B'].
Proof. Let X € A;[R,R'], X, =X NV, and X3 := X NV

Let A := rep?(X,) and A" := rep%(Xb U R'). Symmetrically, we define B :=
repi(X,) and B’ := rep%(Xa UR).

We claim that X, € A,[A, A']. As X € A,[R, R'], we know, by Definition

that X UR = X, U X, UR' is a (o, p)-dominating set of V,. In particular,
X, U (Xp UR') (0,p)-dominates V. Since A’ E% Xy U R, by Lemma we

conclude that X, U A’ (o, p)-dominates V,. As A E“ifa Xa, we have X, € A,[A, A'].
By symmetry, we have B € Ay[B, B']. It remains to prove that (4, A") and (B, B’)
are d-(R, R’)-compatible.
e By construction, we have X, U X} ={, R. As A={, X, and from Fact
we have AU X, =}, R and since B ={, X}, we deduce that AUB ={, R.
e By definition, we have A’ E?T X,UR'. As B Edb X3 and by Fact |1} we
have A’ E?/— B U R'. By symmetry, we have B’ E% R'UA.
Thus, (A, A’) and (B, B’) are d-(R, R')-compatible. O
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Claim 4.2.2. For every X, € Ay[A, A'] and X, € Ap[B, B'] such that (A, A’) and
(B, B') are d-(R, R")-compatible, we have X, U X, € Az[R, R']

Proof. Since X, ={, Aand X, ={, B, by Fact we deduce that X,UX;, ={, AUB.
Thus, by the definition of d-(R, R’)-compatibility, we have X, U X, Eﬁl,x R.
It remains to prove that X, U X, U R’ (o, p)-dominates V,. As before, one can

check that Fact (1| implies that X, U R’ E% B UR’'. From the Lemma we

conclude that X, U X, U R’ (o, p)—dominatgs V.. Symmetrically, we prove that
X, UXy,UR’ (0,p)-dominates V;,. As V,, =V, UV,, we deduce that X, U X, U R’
(0, p)-dominates V,,. Hence, we have X, U X, € A,[R, R']. O

O

We are now ready to prove the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 4.3. Given G a n-vertex graph and (T, L) a rooted layout of G. There
exists an algorithm that compute an optimal connected (o, p)-dominating set in time
O(necy(T, £)* - necy (T, £)>@+1) . n3),

Proof. The algorithm computes for every node ¢ of T' the table D, by a bottom-up
dynamic programming, starting at the leaves of T

Let z aleaf of T with V,, = {v}. Observe that A, [R, R'] C 2¥= = {0, {v}}. Thus,
our algorithm can directly compute A;[R, R'] and set D[R, R'] := A,[R,R’]. In
this case, the invariant trivially holds.

Now let z an internal node with a and b as children such that the invariant holds
for a and b. For each (R, R') € Rﬁl/z X R(‘i/—, the algorithm computes D[R, R'] :=

reduce(B;[R, R']), where the set B,[R, R'] is defined as follow

B.[R.R] := U Q) (Da[A, A'), Dy (B, B)).
(A,A"), (B,B’) d-(R,R’)-compatible

We start by proving that the set B,[R, R'] is a subset and a (z, R')-representative
of A;[R, R']. By Lemma[3.3] for each (A4, A’) and (B, B') d-(R, R')-compatible, we
have

®(Da [A, A'),Dy|B, B']) (z, R")-represents ®(.Aa [A, A'], Ay[B, B')).

From Fact [2| we conclude that B,[R,R'] (x, R')-represents A,[R, R']. From the
invariant, we have Dy[A, A'] C A,[A, A’] and Dy[B, B’] C Ay[B, B’'], for every
indexes (A, A’) and (B, B'). Thus, from Lemma[f.2] it is clear that by construction,
we have B[R, R'] C A,[R,R]. Tt follows that for each X € B,[R, R'], we have
X ={, R and thus, we can use the function reduce on B,[R, R].

Now, we are ready to prove the invariant for x. Let (R, R') € Rﬁl,z X 7?‘17. By

the Theorem D.|R,R'] is a subset and a (x, R')-representative of B, [1?2, R].
Thus D, [R, R'] is a subset of A,[R, R']. Observe that the (z, R’)-representativity
is an equivalence relation, in particular, it is transitive. Consequently, D[R, R'|
(x, R')-represents A,[R, R']. From Theorem the size of D[R, R'] is at most
necy (V)2 Since necy (V) < necy (T, £), we conclude that the invariant holds for z.
By induction, the invariant holds for every nodes of T. The correctness of the
algorithm follows from the fact that D,.[0, (] (r, #)-represents A, [0}, 0].
Running Time. Let z a node of T If z is a leaf of T then [R{, | < 2 and |R%| <d.

Thus, D, can be computed in O(d - n). Otherwise, x is a internal node of T' with
a and b as children. Observe that for each (R, R') € Ril,m X Rdv, the running times

x

to compute B[R, R'] and reduce(B,[R, R']) are respectively O(|B.[R, R']| - n?) and
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O(|B.[R, R']| - necy (T, £)>©@=1 . n?). Thus, the total running time to compute the
table D, is

o( > |B.[R, R']| - necy (T, £)* =1 . n?).

(R,RERY, xR

Observe that, by Definition [2] when you fix A, A’, B and R’, there exists only one
R and one B’ such that (A, A’) and (B, B’) are d-(R, R')-compatible. Thus, there
is at most necy(7T, £)* indexes (A, A’), (B, B’) and (R, R’) such that (A4, A’) and
(B, B’) are d-(R, R')-compatible. Moreover, for each (A, A’) and (B, B’), the size
of Q(D.[A, A", Dy[B, B']) is at most |D,[A, A']| - |Dy[B, B']| < necy (T, £)*. Hence,
D, is computable in O(necy(T, £)*-nec; (T, £)> @+ .n2) time. Since T has 2-n—1
nodes, the running time of our algorithm is O(necy (T, £)*-nec, (T, £)*“*D.p3). O

With few modifications, we can easily deduce an algorithm to compute a optimal
out-connected (o, p)-dominating set and one to compute a minimum node-weighted
steiner tree.

Corollary 4.4. Given G a n-vertex graph and (T, L) a rooted layout of G. There
exists an algorithm that compute an optimal connected co-(o, p)-dominating set in
time necq(T, £)* - nec(T, £)*(@+3) . p3.

Proof. We run the same algorithm with a different table. For every vertex z €
V(T), we define the set of indexes of A, as [, := R“i,m X 7§’d7 X Ry, x Rlv

For all (R,R', R, R') € I, we define A,[R, R', R, R'] C V, as follow
AR, R R, R):={X CV,| X =y, R, (V.\X) =, R and (V,\X)UR' (0, p)-dominate V}.

Intuitively, we use R and R’ for the connectivity of the co-(o, p)-dominating set
and R and R’ for the (o, p)-domination. As for Theorem for each node = of
V(T), our algorithm will compute a table D, that satisfies the following invariant.
Invariant. For every (R, R, R,R’) € I, the set D[R, R', R, R'] is a subset of
A:[R, R, R, R'] of size at most nec; (T, £)? that (z, R')-represents A,[R, R, R, R].

The following claim adapts Lemma to the case co-(o, p)-dominating set.

Claim 4.4.1. Let x an internal node of T' with a and b as children.
For all (R,R',R,R) € 1,, we have

AI[R7 R/7E7ﬁ] = U ®(Aa[A7AI727W]uAb[B7B/727W])

s "y d-(R,R’)-compatible
) )

B,B
B,B’) 1 —(E,ﬁ) -compatible

s (
A", (
The proof of this claim follows from the proof of Lemma [£.2] With these modi-
fications, it is straightforward to check that the algorithm of Theorem [.3] compute
an optimal connected co-(o, p)-dominating set of V/(G). As for all internal node x of
T with a and b as children, one easily check that the running time of this modified
algorithm is necy(T, £)* - nec(T, £)%@+3) . 3, O

The problem STEINER TREE ask; given a subset of vertices K C V(G) called
terminals; a subset T of minimal weight such that K C T' C V(G) and G[T] is
connected.

Corollary 4.5. Given G a n-vertex graph, a subset K C V(G), and (T, L) a rooted
layout of G. There exists an algorithm that compute an minimum node-weighted
steiner tree for (G, K) in time necy (T, L)% (“+3) . p3,

Proof. Here, we just have to change the definition of the table. Let x € V(T), for
all (R,R) € R%,x X Rlv We define A,[R, R'] C V, as follow

AR R ={XCV,|X={ Rand KNV, C X}.
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With this definition and by Definition (1| of (z, R')-representativity, it is straight-
forward to check that if D.[0,0] (r,0)-represents A,.[R, R'], then D,[0, (] contain

an minimum steiner tree of G. The running time comes from the running time of

Theorem [4.3] with d = 1. O

5. MAXIMUM INDUCED TREE

In this section, we present an algorithm for the problem MAXIMUM INDUCED
TREE, which consists in finding a subset T of V(G) of maximum weight such that
G[T] is a tree. The same algorithm can be used to compute a minimum feedback
vertex set, i.e., a subset S C V(@) of minimum weight such that G\ S is a forest.
Unfortunately, we were not able to obtain an algorithm whose running time is
polynomial in n and the neighbor-width. But for the other parameters, by using
their respective properties, we get the running time presented in Table [3| which are
roughly the same as those in the previous section.

Parameter Running time N
Neighbor-width | O(necy(T, £)? - necy (T, £)2“+2) - N2 . n3) | necy (T, £)>1082(nec(Va))+2 . oy
Mim-width O (n? (w+6)-mim(Vz)+4) 9 . p2mim(V)+1
Clique-width O(2% (wtd)-ew(Va) . ) oew(Va) . 9,
Rank-width O(22 (@ +6)mw(Va)® . 4y 92:w(Va)? 9

Q—rank—width 0(22~(w+6)-Q—rW(Vz)'log2(2~Q—rw(Vm)+1) . n) QQ—rW(Vw)‘logz(Q'Q—rw(Vw)+1) .9n

TABLE 3. Upper bounds on the running time of our algorithm
for MAXIMUM INDUCED TREE and A the number of equivalence
classes of the relation ~ defined in Lemma @

As we deal with a maximization problem, we use the notions of Section [3| with
opt set to max. Let z a node of T and (R, R') € R{, x R%T The following definition
extend the Definition [1] of Section [3] to the acyclicity.

Definition 4 ((z, R')*¥-representativity). For every A C 2V(%) and Y C V(G),
we define best(A, Y)Y as follow

best*¥(A,Y) := opt{w(X) | X € AANG[X UY] is a tree }.

Let A, B C 2. We say that B (z, R')*¥-represents A if for every Y C V,, such
that Y =2 R', we have best™(A,Y) = best™(B,Y).

The main ingredient of our algorithm is an adaptation of Theorem [3.2] to the
notion of (x, R')*¥-representativity. The following concept is the key of this adap-
tation.

Definition 5. We say that A C 2% is R’-consistent, if for all Y C V, such that
Y 537 R’ and there exists F' € A such that G[F UY] is a tree, we have, for all

X € A, either G[X UY]is a tree or G[X UY] is not connected.
The motivation behind this notion comes from the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Let D C A C 2", If A is R'-consistent and D (x, R')-represents A,
then D (x, R")*¥-represents A.
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Proof. Let Y E% R’. Observe that if for all X € A, the graph G[X UY] either is
not connected or contains a cycle, then both best(A,Y) and best®¥(A,Y) equals
+00. Assume that there exists ' € A such that G[F UY] is a tree. Since A
is R'-consistent, for every X € A, we have G[X U A] is either a tree or is not
connected. Thus, by Definition [1] of best, we have best®¥(A,Y) = best(A,Y). As
D C A, we have also best®¥(D,Y) = best(D,Y). We conclude by observing that
best(D,Y) = best(D,Y) because D (x, R')-represents A. O

The key to compute a small (x, R')2%-representative of a set A is to decompose
A into a small number of R’-consistent sets without losing crucial informations,
i.e., the forest of A that could potentially be completed into a tree. The following
gives a formal definition of these crucial informations.

Definition 6 (R’-important). We say that X C V, is R’-important if there exists
Y E%/— R’ such that G[X UY] is a tree, otherwise, we say that X is R'-unimportant.

Trivially, any set obtained from a set A by removing unimportant sets is a
(x, R")Y-representative of A. The following lemma gives some properties on im-
portant sets, any set that does not respect these properties can safely be removed.
Moreover, these properties are the key to obtain the running times of Table[3] At
this point, we need to introduce the following notations. For every X C V., we
define X®:={v e X | No)NR =0}, X! :={ve X | |Nw) NR|=1}, and
X*t:={v e X ||N(v)n R'| > 2}. Observe that for every Y =2_ R/, the vertices
in X have no neighbor in Y, those in X! have exactly one neighbor in Y and those
in X2* have at least 2 neighbors in Y.

Lemma 5.2. If R’ # () and X C V,, is R -important, then G[X] is a forest and the
following properties are satisfied :

(1) For all C € cc(X), we have C'\ X° # 0,

(2) For all a,b € X such that a # b and a =}, b, either a,b € X° or we have
a,b€ X! and a and b are not connected in G[X].

(3) We have | X?F| <2-mim(V,).

Proof. Obviously, an important set must induced a forest. We prove the property
(1) and (2) by making the following observations. For every X C V, and Y C V,
such that Y 52‘7 R’, we have:

e If X has a connected component C' such that N(C)NR' = (), then G[X UY]
is not connected. As Y =2 R', we have also N(C)NY = 0. Since R’ # 0
and thus Y # 0, the graph ke [X UY] is not connected.

o If there exists two different vertices a,b in X** such that a =i, b, then
G[X UY] contains a cycle. Indeed, both a and b have at least two neighbors
in Y because Y =2 R/ andab6X2+ Since N(a)NV, = N(b) NV, we
deduce that G[X U Y] admits a cycle of length four.

o If there exists two different vertices a,b in X! such that a and b are con-
nected in G[X] and @ =! b, then G[X U Y] contains a cycle. Indeed,

—2 R’ and a,b € X1, both a and b have neighbor in Y. Since a =L b,
thls nelghbor is the same for a and b. Because they are connected in G[X],
we conclude that G[X UY] contains a cycle.
To prove that X satisfied the property (3) , we consider a important set X. Since
X is important, there exists Y’ E%/— R’ such that G[X UY] is a tree. Since the edges

between X and Y induce a forest, the edges between X2t and Y also. We call I/
the forest induced by the edges between X2+ and Y. We want to prove that the
size of X% is at most 2 - mim(F), where mim(F) is the size of a maximum induced
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matching of F'. Since F is an induced subgraph of the bipartite graph between V,,
and V, this is enough to prove the property (3).

Observe that F has no leaf contained in X2*, thus we can conclude with the
following claim.

Claim 5.2.1. Let F a forest that are the disjoint union of two independent sets
A and B. If A has no isolated vertex and every connected component of F' has at
most one leaves in A, then the size of A is at most 2 - mim(F), i.e., the size of a
maximum induced matching of F.

Proof. In order to prove the claim, we prove by induction that F' admits a good
bipartition (A1, As) of A, i.e., a bipartition such that for every i € {1,2}, every
vertex v € A; has at least one neighbor y such that N(y) N 4; = v. If |[A| =1 then
it is trivial. Assume that |A| > 2. Take v a vertex of A such that v is a leaf if F'
has a leaf in A. Let y be neighbor of v.

Observe that every connected component of F'\ {v,y} has at most one leaf in
A. Obviously, it is true for the connected components of F'\ {v,y} that are not
connected to y in F. Let C the connected components of F'\ {v,y} connected to
yin F. As C is connected to v in F, they are no leaf of F' in AN C, otherwise,
v would be a leaf and F would contain a connected component with two leaves.
Since F' is a forest, y has exactly one neighbor in C'. Thus, C' N A contains at most
one leaf in F'\ {v,y}.

Obviously, A \ v has no isolated vertex in F \ {v,y}. By induction hypothesis,
F\ {v,y} admits a good bipartition (A;, A2) of A\ v. We can suppose w.l.o.g.,
that every neighbor of y in F' (at the exception of v) is in Ay. Indeed, for every
connected component C of F'\ {v,y}, if (C1,Cs) is a good bipartition of ANC then
(Cq,C1) is also a good bipartition. We conclude by observing that (A; U v, Ag) is
a good bipartition of A w.r.t. F. O

O

The next lemma shows how to decompose a set A into a small number of R’-
consistent sets whose union (z, R')*¥-represents .A. Even if some parts of the
proof is specific to each parameters, the ideas are roughly the same. Intuitively,
to obtain this decomposition, we start by removing from A the sets that does not
respect the properties of Lemma After that, we partition A with the help of
an equivalence relation and we prove that the number of equivalence classes respect
the upper bound described in Table [3] by using the properties of Lemma [5.2]

Lemma 5.3. Let A C 2. There exists N disjoint sets Ai,..., Axn C A such
that Ay U ---UAx (z, R')2Y -represents A and for each 1 < i < N, we have A; is
R'-consistent. Moreover, we can compute Ay,. .., An in time O(JA| - N - n?) and
N respects the upper bounds of described in Table[3

Proof. If R' = () then for the same reasons as in the proof of Theorem [3.2] it is
sufficient to return B = {F} where F is a tree of A of maximum weight.

Assume now that R’ # (). We begin by defining the equivalence relation and by
proving that two equivalent sets form a R’-consistent set. We recall that My, is
the V, x V,, adjacency matrix of the cut (V,V,) over Q. For a subset X C V,,
let o(X) be the sum of the row vectors of My, corresponding to X. We define
the equivalence relation ~ such that F; ~ F, if we have o(F") = o(F3t) and
EGIR))| - |Fi \ Fl| = |E(GIE])| - |F2 \ Fil.

Claim 5.3.1. If Fy ~ Fy, then {Fy, F»} is R'-consistent.

Proof. In this proof, for X C V, and Y C V,, we denote by E(X,Y) := {uv | u €
X Av €Y}, i.e., the edges between X and Y.
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Let Y E%/— R’ and Fy, F5 € A such that [y ~ F.

By Definition [5| of consistency, it is enough to prove that if G[F} UY] is a tree
and G[F» UY] is connected, then G[F» UY] is a tree.

Observe that G[F1UY] is tree if and only if G[F; UY] is connected and |E(G[F1 U
Y])| = |F1UY|—1. By decomposing the different terms, we have |E(G[F1 UY])| =
|FL UY| —1if and only if

(1)
[E(GIY])| + [B(FYT V)| + |[B(FLY)| + |B(GIFR))| = [FL\ FY |+ [F [ +]Y] -1

Since every vertex in F}' has exactly one neighbor in R’ and Y’ E%/— R’ , we have
|E(FL,Y)| = |F}|. Thus, the equation (1) is equivalent to

(2) |B(FEY)| + |EGIR)| - [P\ Fi| = Y] - |B(G[Y])| - 1

Since F} ~ Fy, we have |[E(G[F1])| — |F1 \ Fi| = |E(G[Fy])| — | F2 \ F¥|. Moreover,
owing to o(F2') = o(FT), we deduce that |E(F2T,Y)| = |E(FZT,Y). We
conclude that the equation (2) is equivalent to

3) [E(F;7,Y)|+|E(GIR])| ~ B\ | = Y| - [E(G[Y])| -1

With the same arguments to prove that (1) is equivalent to (2), we can show that
(3) is equivalent to |[E(Fo, UY)| = |[Fo UY| — 1. By assumption, G[Fx UY] is
connected and thus we conclude that G[F; UY] is a tree. O

We are now ready to decompose A. Before going into the details for each pa-
rameters. We start by removing from A all the sets that does not induced a forest
or that does not respect the properties (1) and (2) of Lemma[5.2] Trivially, this can
be done in time O(|.A|-n?). Since, these sets are unimportant, we keep a (x, R')%-
representatives of A. Observe that we can do the same with the sets that does not
respect the property (3) or a weaker property. In the following, we explain how to
end up with the upper bounds of Table [3] for each width separately.

For all the width, we use implicitly the following observation which follows from
the removal of all the sets in A that does not induce a forest.

Observation 5.3.2. For all F € A, we have —n < |E(G[F))| — |F \ F!| < n.

Concerning the clique-width. The property (2) implies that for all F' € A, the
neighborhood in V,, of the vertices in F?* are pairwise distinct. By definition of
clique-width, there is at most cw(V,) different rows in My, . As two vertices with
the same neighborhood in V, have the same row in My, we conclude that there is
at most 2°¥(V=) possible values for o(X?*). Thus, we have N < 2W(V=) . 2n,
Concerning the mim-width. We remove from A all the sets that does not respect
the property (3). Let F € A. As |F?*| < 2-mim(V,), there is at most n?™m(Vz)
possible values for F2*. Hence, N is upper bounded by 2 - n2mm(Vz)+1,
Concerning the neighbor-width. Observe that mim(V,) < log(nec;(V;)). In-
deed, an induced matching of size k generates 2% different neighborhood, i.e.,
2mim(Vz) < necy(V,). Thus, we can remove all the set F € A such that |F?+| >
2 - logy(necy (Vy)). Since there is at most necy (V) different rows in M, we deduce
that o(F2t) can take at most nec;(V,)?1082(nec1(Va))+1 values. Hence, we have
N < nec (V) #10sa(nect(Va)) . 2py,

Concerning the rank-width. Observe that mim(V,) < rw(V,) because the ma-
trix associated to an induced matching is the identity matrix. Thus, M has rank
at least mim(V,). Consequently, we can remove from .4 all the set F' such that
|F2F| > 2 - rw(V,). We know that there is at most 2™(V+) different rows in M. We
conclude that N/ < 22™(Va)* . 9y
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Concerning the Q-rank-width. Similarly to the rank-width, we have mim(V},) <
Q-rw(V,). Thus, we can remove all the set F' € A such that |F?*| > 2. Q-rw(V}).
Let F € A. As proved in [I3], there is at most 2@ (Va)log(2-Qrw(Va)+1) pogsible
value for o(F?%). Indeed, observe that the values associated to Q-rw(V,,) columns
in o(F?") entirely determined o(F?T). Since |F?t| < 2. Q-rw(V}), the values
in o(F?") are between zero and 2 - Q-rw(V,,). It follows that there is at most
(2 Q-rw(V,) + 1)@w(Va) = 9Q-rw(V)log(2-Qw(Va)+1) possibilities for o F?T). We
conclude that N < 2@w(Ve)log(2Qrw(Va)+1) . op

It remains to prove the running time. Observe that we can decide F; ~ F5 in
time O(n?). Hence, we can compute the equivalence classes of A in times O(]A| -
[l

N -n?).

We are now ready to give an adaptation of Theoremto the notion of (z, R)?%-
representativity.

Theorem 5.4. Given A C 2% such that for each F € A, we have F =L R. There
exists an algorithm reduce®® that outputs in time O((nec(Vy)? “=1 + N)-|A|-n?),
a subset B C A such that B (z, R')*¥-represents A and |B| < N - nec(V)2.

Proof. By Lemma we can compute in time O(]A|- A -n?) a collection of disjoint
sets Ay, ..., Ay C A such that A; U---UAx (z, R')?Y-represents A and for each
1 € [NV], the set A; is R'-consistent.

Since Ay, ..., Ay C A, for each i € [N] and each set F € A;, we have F =L R.
Thus, we can apply Theorem to compute for each i € [N] the set reduce(A4;) :=
B;. For each i € [N], we have B; C A; such that B; (z, R')-represents A; and
|B;| < neci(V,)?. As A; is R'-consistent, by Lemma we have B; (z, R')*-
represents A;.

Let B:=ByU---UBy. Since A;U---UApy (z, R')2Y-represents A, we conclude
that B (z, R')%-represents A. Obviously, we have |B| < N - necy (V)%

It remains to prove the running time. By Theorem 3.2 we can compute By, ..., By
in time O(JA; U--- U Ay| - nec(V,)*“=1 . n2). Since the sets Ay, ..., Ay are pair-
wise disjoint and subsets of A, we deduce that |A; U--- U Apx| < |A|. That proves
the running time and conclude this proof. O

We are now ready to present our algorithm to solve MAXIMUM INDUCED TREE.
The algorithm follows the same ideas as the algorithms of the previous section, we
just use reduce®® instead of reduce.

Theorem 5.5. Given G a n-vertex graph and (T, L) a rooted layout of G.
There exists an algorithm that compute a maximum induced tree of G in time
O(necy (T, £)? - necy (T, £)>@+2) . N2 . p3),

Proof. For each node 2 € T and for all (R, R') € Ry, x 7?27, we define A, [R, R'] C
V. as follow l
AR, R]:={X CV,|X =L R}.

For each node z of V(T), our algorithm will compute a table D, that satisfies
the following invariant.
Invariant. For every (R, R') € Ry, x 7?277, the set D[R, R'] is a subset of A, [R, R']
of size at most N - necy (V,)? that (x, R')*¥-represents A, [R, R'].

Observe that by Definition of (z, R')®-representativity, D,.[0), ] contains a max-
imum induced tree of G.

The algorithm computes for every node ¢ of T' the table D, by a bottom-up
dynamic programming, starting at the leaves of T



RANK BASED APPROACH ON GRAPHS WITH STRUCTURED NEIGHBORHOOD 17

Let z aleaf of T with V,, = {v}. Observe that A,[R, R'] C 2¥= = { ), {v}}. Thus,
our algorithm can directly compute A, [R, R'] and set D[R, R'] := A,[R,R']. In
this case, the invariant trivially holds.

Now, take x an internal node of T" with a and b as children such that the in-
variant holds for @ and b. For each (R, R') € R“i,m X R%, the algorithm computes

D[R, R'| := reduce(B,[R, R']), where the set B[R, R'] is defined as follow

B.[R,R] := U Q) (Da[A, 4], Dy[B, B)).
(A,A"), (B,B’) 2-(R,R’)-compatible

One easily checks that Lemma and Fact [2] holds also for the notion of
(z, R")®%-representativity. Thus, with the same argumentation as in the proof of
Theorem [4.3] it follows that D[R, R'] is a subset and a (z, R')*¥-representative of
A [R, R']. By Theorem [5.4] we have |D,[R, R']| < N - nec; (T, £)>.

Consequently, the invariant holds for « and by induction, it holds for all vertex
of T. The correctness of the algorithm follows.

Running Time. As for the proof of Theorem the bottleneck is the call at the
function reduce®®. For each node x € V(T'), the total running time to compute the
table D, is

0<(N+ > |B.[R, R]|) - necy (T, £)* =1 .n2>.

(R.R)ERY, xR

By Definition |2, when you fix A, A’, B and R’, there exists only one R and one
B’ such that (A, A’) and (B, B’) are 2-(R, R')-compatible. Thus, there is at most
neca (T, £)? - necy (T, £)? indexes (A, A’), (B, B’) and (R, R') such that (A, A’) and
(B, B') are 2-(R, R')-compatible. Moreover, by the invariant, for each (4, A’) and
(B, B’), the size of Q(D,[A, A’], Dy[B, B’]) is at most |Dy[A, A']| - |Ds[B, B’]| <
N? . nec; (T, £)*. Hence, the running time to compute D, is

O(necy (T, £)? - necy (T, £)*@+2 . N2 . p?2).

The total running time of our algorithm follows from the fact that T has 2n — 1
nodes. O

As corollary, we can solve the problem FEEDBACK VERTEX SET, which consist
in finding the minimum set of vertices whose removal makes G acyclic.

Corollary 5.6. Given G a n-vertex graph and (T, L) a rooted layout of G.
There exists an algorithm that compute a minimum feedback vertex set of G in
time O((2 - neca (T, £))? - (2 - necy (T, £))>@+2) . N2 . n3),

Proof. Tt is well-know that the complementary of a minimum feedback vertex set
is a maximum induced forest. Thus, it is enough to compute a maximum induced
forest of G.

The first step of this proof is to construct a graph G’ from G in time O(n?) such
that G has a maximum induced forest of weight W iff G’ has a maximum induced
tree of weight W. The second step is to construct from (T, £) a layout (17, L") of
G’ in time O(n?) such that nec(T”, L) < 2-nec(T, L), cw(T", L") < 2-cw(T, L) and
for every k € {mim, rw, Q-rw}, we have k(T", L") < k(T, L).

This is sufficient since we can run our algorithm to find a MAXIMUM INDUCED
TREE of G’ and thus a maximum induced forest of G. The running time follows
from Theorem and by Lemma by using the inequalities concerning (7', £)
and (T'L').

We construct G’ as follow. Let V(G) = {v1,...,v,}. The vertex set of G’ is
V(G)U{vo} U{vi,...,v,}. In G, the vertices of V(G) have the same weight as in
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G and the weight of the vertices vg, v}, ..., v, is null. Finally, the edge set of G’ is
defined as follow

E(G") = E(G) U{vv}, vov} |1 <i<n}.

We claim that G has an induced forest of weight W if and only if G’ has an
induced tree of weight W. Let F' an induced forest of G of weight W. Let cc(F) =
{Cy,...,Cy}. For each j € [k], let v;; € Cj. Let T = FU{vj,,...,v; } Uvg. By
construction, one easily checks that T is an induced tree of G’ of weight W.

Now, let 7" an induced tree of G’ of weight W. Obviously TN V(G) induced a
forest and since the weight of the vertices in V(G’) \ V(G) is null, the weight of
TNV(G)is W.

We construct (77, £') directly from (7', £) by doing the following. We transform
each leaf z of T with V,, = {v;} into an internal node by connecting two nodes to x
associated though £’ to the vertices v; and v}. Finally, we add a node 7’ connected
to the root of T and a leaf associated by £’ to vg.

We now prove that nec(7”,£') < 2 - nec(T,L). Let z a node of T". If z is not
also a node of T then, by construction, x is either a leaf, a node adjacent to the
leaves of T or the root of T”. In this case, the neighbor-width of z are either 1 or 2.

Now, assume that x is also a node of T'. Let V,; C V(G) the vertex set associated
to z in (T, £). By construction, x is associated in (77, L) to the set V] := V,U{v' €
V(G |veV,} Let S :={N(X)NV, | X CV,} and &’ := {Ne(X)NV] | X C
V/}. By definition of the neighbor-width, we have nec(V)) = |S’| and nec(V,) = |S].
One easily checks that &’ =SU{Y Uvg | Y € §}. Thus, we have |S’| < 2-|S| and
then nec(T", L") < 2 nec(T, L).

We deduce the other inequalities from the Figure [I] describing the adjacency
matrix between V! and V(G’) \ V.

V(G)\ Vy Vg V'\V)

VNV, 0 1 0

Ve M 0

FIGURE 1. The adjacency matrix between V. and V(G’) \ V.
Where V' = {v{,...,v,,} and M is the adjacency matrix between
Vy and V(G) \ V.

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we provide a framework based on the rank-based approach and
the neighbor equivalence to obtain efficient algorithms for graph with structured
neighborhood and connectivity problems with locally checkable properties such as
CONNECTED DOMINATING SET or NODE WEIGHTED STEINER TREE. The algo-
rithmic consequences we get for clique-width, rank-width and mim-width confirm
the importance of the neighbor equivalence for these parameters.
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